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Dear air: opinion No. 0-2411 |\ -

He: Leaning of n ntravel-
ing dentipt.” —

In your letter of May 23, 1040, yo
opinion in reaponss to the following

whioh are communicated
being liable r'or a tax &
dentiss? uuh .

- 1
An, surgeon,
pthey specialist
g foom place to
of his professicon,
: gtiéing from place to

Xe oeunty of thelr residence

: Tifty dollars. .iote i?ﬂ?.

¥ Hew Intersstionsl Digtlonary defines the
. “"one who travels from place to place.”
Bearing that i mind, we think there is no substantial dir.
ferencs in the present statute and ths Aot imvolved in the
¢ase of Hairston vs. 3tate, 37 9, W. 8358, other than the
exgeption as to “Gentists practising from place to place in
the county of thalir residsnca™ now saboldied in said asrticle
7047 (3). From the opinion of the Court of Crimimal Appeals
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in that ocuse, we guote:

we » 4 In regard to ococupation
taxes, article 5049 of the Revised Stat-
utes of 1599 provides: 'From every phy-
sleian, surgeon, oculist, or mediocal or
other specialist of any kind, travelling
from place to ;lace 1n the practice of
his profession, an annual tax of fifty
dollars, in each county where he may
practice his frofasaion.' shall be col-
lected., " * The testimony shows, in
80 far as it relates to this phase of the
case, that appellant lived at Navasots,
in Grimes county, and that upon one occasion
a oouple of gentlemen from Bryan, in Brazos
county {(an adjoining county to Grimes),
went to Navasota, and sought the services
of the apprellant as & medical specialist.
He being absent from Navasota, & reqest
was left that he should attend the call of
these gentlemen at Bryan upon his return.,
This request he complied with, end made
two appointments eaoch month to attend
cases in his line of practioces at Bryan.
It may be oonceded that twice during the
month appellant visited Bryan as a medical
specialist, * * * We do not understand
this expression, 'travelling from place to
place,' to refer to physiclans, surgecens,
medical or other specimslists who are enu-
werated in the atatute, or to relate to
those who bhave an office or plaoce of busi-
ness, and attend calls in their profession
at other and different placas in other and
different countles t han the place of their
location. a8 we understand this term,
‘travelling from place to plece,' it refeors
tu those parties enumerated in the stutute
who go from place to pluce traveling over
the state, pursuing their oococupation, calling,
or profession in thuit manner. we would not
be understocd as holding that a person may
not have an office or place of residence, in
which he pursues his ocecupation, «t some
particulur point 1o the state, snd not be
auenavle to the law as & traveler, -- that 1s,
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one golng r'rom place te place pursuing

his cceupation; but in suwh case, to be a
traveler, pursuing hias ocoupation in the
state, le must travel from place to place,
pursulng bia vocation in an itinerant method,
The case bofore us 1s not within that cate~
gory. Here the physician or speecialist had
two places of business. Part of his time he
spent &t one, and the other part of his time
at the other, place. This dces not carry
with it the idea of itineraecy, or traveling
from place to place, as we understand the
meaning of this term, within the purview of
the law, * » #*¢

without the sxception in the statute, it is guite
clear that the dentist to whom you refer could not bde classed
a8 an itinerani subjeot to the tax, we think the exception
was meant to sxempt ocertein persons Lrom thes tax, that is,
itinerant dentists confining thair motivities t¢ the eounties
of their respective reaidenses., It was not intended to reach
ocut and bring within the statute those who would not de af-
faoted by the statute otherwise,

As we understand the faects from your letter, the
dentist ia question is not praotiocing his profession cutside
the county af his residence except in response to specifioc
ocalls. In our opinion he is pot an itinerant deatist sudbject
to the tax and we aoswer your question in the affirmative.
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